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Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of: )
)
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Quality of Service Standards )
in Local Exchange Carrier )
Tariffs )
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RM-7967
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OffIce of the Secretary

COHMENTS
OF THE

UNITED TELEPHONE COMPANIES

The united Telephone companies ("United") respectfully

submit these comments on the Joint Petition for Rulemaking

("Petition") filed by the International Communications

Association and the Consumer Federation of America on April

6, 1992. A Public Notice on the Petition was issued May 21,

1992.

The Petition generally asks the Commission to require

mandatory price cap carriers to include specific quality of

service standards in their interstate tariffs. The Petition

claims that such standards could be included in the tariff

with a "minimum of effort" and that users would benefit from

the tariffing of such standards. While united shares

Petitioners' concerns about the importance of providing high



quality access services, it believes that existing

mechanisms are sufficient to ensure service standards.

Thus, the Petition is unnecessary and should be denied.

united asserts that the Petition should be denied and

dismissed. The sUbject matter of the Petition has been

thoroughly debated and considered in the Price Caps

proceeding. The Commission rejected the suggestion of the

International Communications Association that such standards

be tariffed. 1 Nothing has transpired since the adoption of

the Price Caps order that should change that well-reasoned

decision.

To the contrary, in recognition of concerns about

quality of service the Commission has adopted extensive

reporting requirements by local exchange companies, and has

established a Network Reliability Council to monitor the

quality of service provided to the pUblic. The Commission

has found these actions to be sufficient. United agrees

with this Commission determination.

United opposes the creation of tariffed service quality

standards. The service characteristics of many LEC

offerings are pUblished in widely accepted and distributed

1. See Second Report and Order, Policy and Rules Concerning
Rates for Dominant Carriers, CC Docket No. 87-313, 5 FCC Rcd
6788 (1990), Order on Reconsideration, 6 FCC Rcd 2637
(1991), and Memorandum Opinion and Order, 6 FCC Rcd 2974
(1991) .
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technical pUblications. The services described in these

pUblications change over time. Updates to the pUblications

are provided so that current technical characteristics and

service description may evolve as technology evolves. The

use of technical pUblications allows the industry to quickly

adapt to rapid changes in technology.

Publication of service standards in tariffs would carry

with it a built-in lag as compared to reference to technical

pUblications. In addition, changes in the tariff would

create contention, potentially overload the limited

resources of the Commission in needless service-related

tariff disputes, and only serve to slow the introduction of

up-to-date technical standards.

Finally, United asserts that the Petition, if considered

a petition for reconsideration of the LEC Price Cap Order,

is procedurally barred. Under the standard presented in 47

CFR Sec. 1.429(b), the Petition must be rejected. It is

untimely and does not present a change in circumstances or

facts since the Commission last considered this sUbject. If

the Petition is considered one for rulemaking, it should

likewise be rejected. The Commission has already considered

the sUbject matter of the Petition and has rejected the
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proposal. To conserve the limited resources of the

Commission, continued reargument of the same question should

be rejected.

Respectfully submitted,

UNITED TELEPHONE COMPANIES

BYJafd~i~
1850 M street N.W.
suite 1100
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 857-1030

W. Richard Morris
P. O. Box 11315
Kansas City, MO 64112
(913) 624-3096

Their Attorneys

June 22, 1992
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Melinda L. Mills, hereby certify that I have on this 22nd day of June, 1992, sent via
hand delivery or u.s. First Class Mail, postage prepaid, a copy of the foregoing "Comments
of the United Telephone Companies" RM-7967, filed this date with the Secretary, Federal
Communications Commission, to the persons on the attached service list.



Richard Firestone, Chief*
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 500
Washington, D.C. 20554

Greg Vogt, Chief*
Tariff Division
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 518
Washington, D.C. 20554

Gene Kimmelman
Consumer Federation of America
Suite 604
1424 16th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Downtown Copy Center*
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 246
Washington, D.C. 20554

Brian R. Moir
Fisher, Wayland, Cooper & Leader
Suite 800
1255 23rd Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037

Attorney for International Communications
Association

* Hand delivered


